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REMARKS 

The Examiner is thanked for ackaowledging the filing of the Request for 
Continued Examination. 

In paragraph 4 of the Office Action, claims 1, 3-6 and 8-15 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C.§J03(a) as being obvious from Inda et al. (luda) 

Reconsideration is requested. 

The Inda patent was applied as teaching a lithium ion conductive glass-ceramic 
co7TTposite electro] yte for a lithium battery having an electrolyte layer with a thickness of 
less than lOOjim. The Examiner concluded that it would have been obvious to make tlie 
electrolyte layer less than 20 |im thick even though no reference iis cited in support of 
that contention. In response, claim 1 and all of the claims dependent on claim 1 have been 
amended to recite that the solid electrolyte is free of any organic electrolyte solution as 
disclosed in tlie specification at page 20, lines 17-20. 

In the Inda patent, it is mainly the electrolyte that carries out ion conduction 
and since the electrolyte ha$ a high ion conductivity, it is not necessary to reduce the 
thickness of tlie electrolyte to 20fim or less. In the specification at page I, beginning at 
linel9 and extendiug over to page 2, Une 5, it was disclosed that a gel polymer electrolyte 
required a minimum thickness in order to have sufficient mechanical strength to avoid 
brealcage or hole formation and this thickness was 30-80 fim. Tlic Inda patent disclosed 
that the reason for making the electrolyte with a thickness of 100|im or below is to secure 
a broad area of electrolyte per unit volume but does not disclose that the purpose of 
reducing the thickness of the electrolyte is to reduce the resistance to ion conduction (Cf. 
coL 3, lines 1 0-16). The Inda patent docs not disclose any example of an electrolyte that 
has a diickness of less than 50 fim. 

In contrast, the claimed lithium ion secondary battery of the present invention 
is made of a solid electrolyte which has no electrolyte solution at all for reasons of safety. 
In order to solve the problem that ion conductivity is reduced in a solid electrolyte in 
comparison to where an electrolyte solution is used, the electrolyte of the present 
invention comprises a lithium ion. conductive crystal or lithium ion conductive glass- 
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ceramic. It hzs been found that in the case of the solid electrolyte of the present invention 
which employs tine lithiunci ion conductive crystal or the lithium ion conductive glass- 
ceramic, it has been necessary to use as the solid electrolyte, one having a thickness or 
20^1 or below. This is not suggested by the prior art. 

The Examiner is asked to consider the data of Example 3 where a battery 
having a solid electrolyte of O.lfim in thickness was produced md was found to have 
good electrical properties. Nothing in the Inda patent suggests the use of a solid 
electrolyte having a thickness of less than 20(inj that is free of any organic electrolyte 
solution as pointed out in amended claim h For these reasons, it is requested that this 
ground of rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 16 and 17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.§103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Inda in view of Koz:uzu et al. (Kozuziu). 

The Inda patent has been, distinguished above as not teaching a solid 
electrolyte having a thickness of less than 20p.m that is free of any organic electrolyte 
solution. The lithium ion alloy disclosed in the Inda patent at col.5, lines 26-29 is an 
electrode active material for intcrcalcating the lithium ion. The Kozuzu patent discloses a 
matexial containing a silicon base having a particle size of 01-jiro to 0,5jim which is used 
as an electrode active material for intercaJ eating lithium ion. Claims 16 and 17 of the 
present application, poiot out a lithium ion conductive inorganic powder which is part of 
the electrode materials and functions as an ion conductor in the electrode. For these 
reasons, it is apparent that the powder disclosed by Kozuzii and the powder as defined in 
claims 16 and 1 7, pcxforai entirely different fbnctions. For these reasons, the combination 
of the Inda patent and the Kozuzu patent does not make the claimed subject matter 
obvious an.d it is requested that this ground of rejection be withdrawn. 
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An early and favorable action is earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully Submitted, 




Registration No.: 25,669 

Hedmati & Costigan, P.C. 
1 185 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, N. Y. 1 0036-2646 
(212) 302-8989 
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